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which the trainee was concerned; (2) study of major alternatives open
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REPORT ON THE HEW SUMMER INSTITUTE - 1969

'The Bureau of Educatiomal Research and Testing Services; a sub-unit of »
the Department of Education, University of New Hampshire, conducted a

six week research training instituts during the period of July 7 to -

August 15, 1969. The grant provided for the training of thirty

participants from any of the six New England states.

This research training institute was fUnded by the Department of Health,

Education and Welfare, Research,Tramnmng DlVlSlOﬂ. The institute set

for itself the following set of objectives:

1. The first major theme was the study of the problems
inherent in evaluating the particular curriculum
changes with which the trainee was concerned. The |
study of the problem of evaluation was approached |
by having the trainees identify, write, and evaluate |
objectives for instructional programs in the ared -
of curriculum change in which they were interested. §

Specific objecpives: 5

At the end of the program the participants demonstrated
their ability to perform the following tasks: |

a) ° ldentify evaluative techniques which can be utilized
to provide information for making decisions about
.curriculum change.

b) Identify the objectives for a specific program in
their area of interest.

¢) Discriminate between well written and poorly written
objectives, '

d) Identify and construct performance objectives.

e) To translate (where p0551b1e) into performance
objectives the objectives stated in the curriculum
guides presently in use in their school systems
which are stated in non-verbal terms.

1
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The second major theme was th2 study of the major
alternatives oper. to the educator in terms of

educational research methodologies, For ins%ance:
the experimental appr»ach as typified by the work

‘of Campbell and Stanley, or the context, input,

process and production (CIPP) model as presented
by Daniel L, Stufflebeam. In either approach the
program review and evaluation techniques, (PERT)
developed for education by Desmond Cook, will be

"advocated as the method of organizing the project.

Specific Objectives

At the end of the program the participants demonstrated
their ability to perform the following tasks:

a) Identify the classification scheme of the CIPP
evaluation modei,

b) Construct a research study using either context
evaluation, input evaluation, process evaluation
or product evaluaticn,

c) . Describe the difference between an experimental
and a quasi-experimental design for educational
research,

d) Order, using the PERT technique, the planning of
an educational research study,

The third major theme was the study of communications
techniques applicable to nroper implementation of the

. decisionw~making process at various levels of the

educational systems,
Specific Objectives

At the end of the program the participahts demonstrated
their ability to perform the following tasks:

a): Interpret the research findings of several journal articles.

b) Demonstrate the competency to apply the findings of a =
research study to one's local school situation..

c) Describe the problems associated with dissemination
and adoption of the general kind of. educational
research findings to a local school system.
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4, The fourth major theme was the use of modern data processing
equipment to facilitate the encoding and utillzation of
-research data,

Specific Objectives

At the end of the program the participants demonstrated their
- ability to perform the following tasks:

a) Construct a simple computer program,

b) Identify the problems associated with designing an
optically scannable document.,

¢) Demonstrate the ability to operate a remote terminal, J
.d)  Name and describe the use of a variety of modern data
processing equipment and its utilization in educational
research,
5. The fifth major theme was reading of current educational
literature relevant to the research project with which the
trainres is involved,
Specific Objectives

At the end of the program the participants demonstrated
their ability to perform the following tasks:

a) To identify the major reference sources for
educational research literature,.

b) Construct a bibliography in the area of the trainees'
interest,

¢) Distinguish the major components of a piece of well
written educational research.

At'the end of the institute each of the participants was given an

evaluation form in which he was asked to evaluate on a fourrpoint

scale the attainment by this institute of its specifically stated

original objectives, A copy of this evaluation will be found in

Appendix»A. A mean was calculated not only for.eacﬁ specific

objective but also by a grouping of all the specific objectives into

a single catagory for each of the five major themes. In general all

ﬁeans are in excess of three points, indicating that the participants - %
feit that .the objectives had been well attained at a ranking of

between good to excellent.
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At the end of the institute the participants were asked to
evaluate the extent to which the instltute mest its objectives.
This was done on a four point basis, and reduced in similar
fashion to the instructor evaluations. (see evaluation form)
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The geographical distribution of the participants in this institute was

as’ follows:

Maine 2 g
Verumont | 3

New Hampshire | | 21

Massachus etts 3

Rhode Tsfand 0
Connecticut 0

THE PROPOSED LEARNING SEQUENCE

The institute was conducted'daily from 8:30 A.M, to 4:00 P,M, for six

weeks, The institute offered credit in two courses. These two courses

are described below:

Education 881, Methods and Techniques of Educational Research. This
course is a critical study of the principal methods employed in the
investigation of educational problems and an evaluation of the procedures

and standards used in reporting the findings; designed as an advanced
course for Master's Degree candidates.

Education 882, Research Problems in Education, is concerned with the
individual investigation of a problem in the area of educational research.
This course will be used first to expose the trainees to a variety of
educational research. In the latter portion, each trainee will be
expected to develop a research proposal which will have practical
importance and relevance to his home district, or to evaluate a project
presently being studied.

The two courses described above were offered daily between 8:30 A.M, and
11:45 A.M. The period from 1:00 P.M. through 2:30 P.M, each day was heid

open for individualized consultation and librar§ research. The institute




met each afternoon from 2:30 P,M. through 4:00 P.M, during which time the

trainees were instructed in the use of the computer as an educational tool.

The first week was given over to an intensive study of the construction
of behavioral objectives, the design of assessment tasks, the
construction of learning sequences and a study of their empirical found~

- ations. Supporting and instructional materials included: The Conditions

of Learning, Robert M, Gagne; AERA Monograph Series on Curriculum

Evaluations; Preparing Instructional Objectives, bty Robert F, Mager;

Developing A@titude Toward Learning, by kobert F. Mager; a number of audio-

visual aids such as' the Popham film strip series on objectives as well as
the audio~visual series called, "Why Bchavioral Objectives?'" The
participants were also given the following mimeographed handouts:

Definition of Ten Action Words: Evaluation of Science: a Process

Approach; A Hierarchically Based Test Battery for Assessing Scientific

Inquiry, (Appendix B)

The second week of the institute was instructed by Dr, Henry H, Walbesser,

The primary task of the trainees was to read and complete thlie paperback
called, "Constructing Behavioral Objectives" as well as a series of
thirty~seven tasks which Dr. Walbesser and the Director of the Institute
had worked out during the spring semester. Dr. Walbesser was assisted by
two group leaders so that a low 1-10 teacher-student ratio could be

maintained in the small group instruction.

-



oA R90ry Wity TN byl vy S bt 414 ﬂjuom ~ IR kol W

The third week of the imstitute was given over to a study of different
models for evaluating education, Supporting instructional materials

included, Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research, by

Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley; Evaluation as. Enlightenment

for Decisioh Making by Daniel L, Stufflebwam; Handbook of Research on

Teaching by Nathaniel Gage: Statistical Analysis in'Psychology and

Education by Ferguson; Non-Parametric Statistics for the Behavioral

Sciences by Sidney Siegel,

The fourth ﬁeek of the institute was instructed by Dr: Daniel Stufflebeam,
The learning seqﬁence was worked out with Dr. Stufflebeam during the
spring semester, ' He was assisted in his instruction by three group
leaders who were trained in the use of the CIPP evaluation model, and

were an aid in the small group instruction.

The f£ifth week, the first two days were given over to a study of the
PERT technique in education. The supporting instructional materials

included: Program Evaluation and Review Technigue, Applications in

Education by Desmond L. Cook, The content of that instruction was

worked out between Dr, Cook and the project director during the spring
semester. The fifth day of the fifth week, Dr. John Cawley, University

of Connecticut presented a paper entitled, '"Research in Reading and

Psychomoter Disabilities."

The sixth week, the first two days were given over to a study of the
problems associated with the develspment, dissemination and adoption

(DD8A) processes in education. The third and fourth days were under
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the instruction of Dr. William Asher, The content  of those two days was

ﬁ%rked out between Dr, Asher and the director of the Institute during the
spring semester, The fifth day of the sixth week was given over to a

presentation by Maurice Olivier. The topic was "The Potential of Systems

]

Thinking in Education",

During the first four weeks of the institute, each afternoon between
2:30 P,M. and 4:00 P.M, the trainees were instructed ‘in the use of the
computer, They were taught to identify the basic components of it and
were given an introduction to computer programming. The nmajor emphasis
of the learning sequence, however, was the demonstration by the trainees
of mastery of the use of a remote terminal. During the spring semester a
series of simple statistical programs was written and stored so that the
1n§titutees_cou1d call them out in the memory of the computer and so
use them in computational tasks, Therefore, the last two weeks of the
institute the trainees were concerned with the use of the computer conly
as a too1'in working on their particular problems. The instructor was
available each afternoon between 2:30 P.M, and 4:00P,M, as a resource

person to helip them in any way that was necessary.

A major requirement of the institute was the creation by each trainee

of a proposed model to evaluate the educational problem which which he

. . is involved,
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The material which has just been presented is what the author of this
pﬁrticular proposal originally proposed to do. The question now is, how
well was it done? In an attempt to assess the adequacy or inadequacy of
this summer institute, the following assessment tasks were undertaken: A
lengthy pre-test ani post~test were constructed, The prentest and posén
test consisted of 160 multipie choice items. These questions were in
general drawn from a test designed by Gene V. Glass which was entitled,
"Mastery Test Items for Courses in Educational Research Methods'. A

copy of this pre-test, post-test will be found in Appendix A of this report.
A complete set of statistics based on both the preuteét and post~-test results
are included immediately after this section. They consist of the following:
a complete item analysié and item count on each of the questions; the
computing of the mean, the standard deviation and the range oflscores;

fﬁe transforming of all scores to z scores and to standard scores; the
standard score being based on a mean of 500 and a standard deviation of

100; a calculation of a frequency distribution as well as cumulétive
percentile based on that frequency distribution. The print-out of the

individual students' scores included their raw score; their percentile

rank: their stanine; their standard score and a z score. The mean on the

pre-test was 54.48 with a standard deviation of 17.99. The range was from

20 through 95 raw score points. The same complete set of statistics was

calculated on the post-test and this is also found immediately following

this section. The mean of the post-test was 87.55 with a standard

‘deviation of 16.65. The range was from 53. to 117 raw score points. The




average gain, then, over the six week pericd from the pre~test to the post-

test was 33.11 score points. This is a very significant gain, Immediately

following thé test analysis will be found a chart which indicates for the
individuals in the institute the raw point score gain and the percent of
gain over the six week period. The gaia scores go from a low of a 2 point
raw score increase to a high of 66 raw score points which is equivalent to

a 330% gain over the pre-test score.
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THE CHALLENGE OF ASSESING CURRICULUM CHANGES IN NEW ENGLAND
PRE~TEST ADMINISTERED JULY 77,1966

STUDENT NAME SCORE [ pPCT.RANK STA STD.SCORE Z-SCORE
- g

SIMPSON VELMA 48 48 S 464.  ~0.36

TOMKINSON LESTER 44 31 4 442, ~C.58

WINSLOW  EDWARD 90 | 97 - 8 698. 1.58
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THE CHALLENGE OF ASSESING CURRICULUM CHANGES IN NEW ENGLAND
POST-TEST ADMINISTERED AUGUST 15,1969 OMIT AS A SIXTH CHOICE

MEAN= 87.552 SD= 16.6%53 N= 29 RANGE= 53-117

SCORE. 7 SCO. TR-SCO.  FREQ. PCT. ONE * = |
104 0.99 598,77 0 79 *
105 1.05 604,77 1 83 *
106 1.11 610.78 0 83 *
107 1.17 616,78 0 13 *
108 1.23 622,79 1 86 *
109 1.29 628,79 1 90 *
110 1.35 634,80 1 93 *
111 1.41 640,80 0 93 *
112 1.47 646.81 0 93 *
113 1.53 652,81 0 93 *
114 1.59 658,82 1 97 *
115 1.65 664,82 0 97 *
116 1.71 670.83 0 97 *
117 1.77 676.83 1 100 *
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THE CHALLENGE OF ASSESING CURRICULUM CHANGES IN NEW ENGLAND
POST-TEST ADMINISTERED AUGUST 15,1969  OMIT AS A SIXTH CHOICE
STUDENT NAME SCORE 'CT.RANK STA STD.SCORE Z-SCORE
EV ANS NORMAN = 95 | 66 6 545 . 0445
MACFARLANE JRJAMES W 87 55 5 497. ~0403
APTT FREDERS 67 10 2 377.  -1.23
PHAUP PATRK W 67 10 2 377.  -1.23
WINSL OW EDWARDF 110 93 8 635. 1.35
POPL AWSK I FUGENE. 87 55 5§ 497.  —0.03
ABBOTT DOYG W 108 86 7 623, 1.23
HARNDIS HERM AN A 71 24 3 401.  -0.99
BARNES EVERETW 98 ) 76 6 563 . 0.63
HOKANS CORY B 98 76 6 563, 0.63
CAMERDN PHILP 73 31 4 413.  -0.87
DIXON RALPH E 79 34 4 449,  -0.51
GRODINSKY HARDL DM 80 ' 38 4 455,  =0.45
COGAN RICHARW 114 | 97 8 659. 1,59
ROY LUCY A 53 3 1 293.  -2.07
DARL ING $COTT BS 45 5 485.  ~0.15
HACKETT FRANCID 68 14 3 383, -1.17
SIMPSON VELMA E 73 31 4 413.  ~0.87
EMILIO ANN D 81 41 4 461,  =0.39
0S BORNE DOUE L 94 62 6 539, 0.39
MARSTON CHAR H 117 100 9 677 1.77
TOMKINSON  LESTE E 92 59 5 527. 0. 27
GRAHAM CONRADV n 24 3 401. ~0.99
FEUERSTEIN  MARTIN 97 69 6 - 857, 0.57
LENTS GEDRGE 105 83 7 505, 1.05

POTRIER ROBT D 7 24 3 401,  -0.99

x

R |
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THE CHALLENGE OF ASSESING CURRICULUM CHANGES IN NEW ENGLAND

POSY-TEST ADMINISTFRED AUGUST 15,1969 JOMIT AS A SIXTH CHOICH
STUDENT NAME " SCORE  PCT.RANK STA STD.SCORE  7-SCOGRE

MURDOCK ALLEN D 1032 79 7 59%, 0.93

LANCE WILLIAW 86 48 5 491.  =0.09




Y PER CENT GAIN

" ABBOTT DOUGLAS 78 108. 30,000 384461

APT FREDERICK 40, 67 274000 67.500

BARNES EVERETT — - = = 39¢ 985 - 595000 " 1514282
| "CAMERON PHILIP 45, 13 284,000 62,222
| COGAN RICHARD 104 1146 44000 624857
| DARLING SCOTT 584 85, 274000 464551
DEXON RALPH 47 ¢ 1% 324000 684085
EMILIO ANN 39 81. 42+ 000 107.692

- EVANS NORMAN él. 9% . 344000 - - 55,737
FEUERSTEIN MARTIN 52 97 45.000 86.538

; GRAHAM CONRAD 51 TYs 204000 - 394215
| GRODINSKY HAROLD 66 80, 144000 214212
HACKETT FRANCES 48 68, 204000 41666

| HARNO1IS HERMAN 45 Tla 264000 57777
! HOKANS CORY 85, 08, 134000 154294
| LANCE WILLIAM 20 B6¢ 664000 330,000
LEWIS GEORGE 42 . 105. 634000 1504000

MARSTON CHARLES 67 117 50.000 T4.626

MACFARL ANE JAMES 632, 87 244000 - 38095

MURDOCK ALLEN 41le 103. 62.000 151.219
“OSBORNE DODUGLAS 57 o 94 a 37000 64.912

PHAUP PATRICK 23 67T 444 000 191.304

POIRIER ROBERT 44 o 71. 27,000 61363
POPLAWSKI EUGENE V0. 87, 17,000 24,285

RICE ROBERT 25 ¢ 1094 14000 14,736
ROY LUCY ANNA 5l. 53. 2+000 3+921

SIMPSON VELMA 48 o T3 254,000 52.083.

; TOMKINSON LESTER 44, 92 48000 109.090
! WINSLOW EDWARD 90 « 110 206000 224222

B L I LT I T

GAIN .AND PERCENT GAIN BETWEEN RAW SCORES
. SIGNIFICANCE TEST OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS

NANME

T= 10.95039

X=raw score, pre test

GA IN

é Y=raw score, post test

The t is significant at the 1% level for 27 degrees of
freedom, thus the difference between the mean of X and
{ the mean of Y is significantly different from zero.

}
|
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A Pearson product correlation was calculated between the pre-test and

post-test and that correlation turns out to be .54. The correlation
Ky

coefficient then indicates that in fact the learning did have a

differential effect on the participants involved over the six week

period of time.

A Spearman rank correlation coefficient was calculated based on the raw
score obtained on the pre-test and post-test for all institutees. Their
ranks on the pre and post-test are given as well as the difference in
rank, either plus or minus. The Spearman rank correlation coefficienf

is .49, indicating again the differential effect on the participantg over
the six week period. A second Spearman rank correlation coefficient

was computed based on order of finish on the post-test and raw score rank
on the post-test. This resulted in a correlation coefficiént of ~.15,
indicating very little correlation. A T test shows this correlation to be

not significantly different from zero at the 10% level,

A split half reliability coefficient was calculated for both the pre-test
and the post-test. The reliability of both the pre-test and the post-test
turned out to be very high. The reliability coefficient for the pre-test

is .92. The reliability coefficient for the post-test is .92. The

overall evaluation of the institute then in terms of a pre-test, post-test

design indicates: that the tests themselves were very reliable; that fhex
validly tested the material which was being taught; and that there was

a very substantial average gain in knowledge over the six week period.

-
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At two week intervals the institute and its instructors were evaluated by
the participants, They were asked to apply a four point scale that went
from poor to excellent, with NA being not applicable, The calculations
éf the means of each of the eight areas of activity of the institute and
of the peigonnel involved in the institﬁte are presented at the end of

this particular section,

The mean is calculated not only by category but also by grouping all of
the categories and coming up with a sipgle mean for that individual

across eight areas or activities. 1In general all means are found to - be
in excess‘of three points indicating that the personnel associated with

this institute were doing a good to excellent job,
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The correlation coefficient of .545 indicates little correlation,
with the six weeks having a differential effect on the people in-
volved. Thus the increase can be attributed to learning over,the
8ix week period. The square of this coefficient, .292, indicates
that using either ¢f the two regression lines as a means of pre-

- diction would produce only 29 % accuracy. These regression equations

are:

Y= .50X + 60.09

X= .58Y + 2.88
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POIRIER ROBERT cle5 24,0 =245

TOMKINSON LESTER 215 13,0 8¢5

LEWIS GEORGE ' 23.0 é,o 17.0

MURDOCK ALLEN 24,0 7.0 17.0

"APT FREDERICK 25,0 27.5 =245 i
BARNES EVERETT ° 2605 8.5 1840 1
EMILIO ANN 26,5 18.0 8.5 E
PHAUP PATRICK 28,0 27.5 .5 f
LANCE WILLIAM 29,0 16,0  13.0

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT= <497537

T=  2.98034

X= rank in class based on pre test raw score
Y= rank in class based on post test raw score R
D= difference between ranks

Since the rank was determined by raw score, the correlation :
may be interpreted in the same way as the Pearson Product [
Moment Coefficient mentioned earlier. The t shows that the f
correlation is, significantly different from zero at the 1 %
level.




SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENT
NAME X Y
RICE ROBERT 1.0 4.0
WINSLOW EDWARD 2.0 3.0
HOKANS CORY 3.0 8.5
ABBOTT NOUGLAS 4,0 5.0
POPLAWSKT EUGENE 5.5 1445
COGAN RICHARD 5.5 240
, MARS 7 ON CHARLés 7.0 1.0
| GRODINSKY HAROLD 3.0 19.0
MACFARLANE JAMES 9.0 1445
1 EVANS NORMAN | 10,0 11.0
" DARLING SCOTT 11.0 17.0
OSBORNE DOUGLAS 12,0 12.0
FEURESTEIN MARTIN 13.0 10.0
ROY LUCY ANNA 14.5 2940
GRAHAM CONRAD 14.5 2440
HACKETT FRANCIS 16,5 2640
SIMPSON VELMA 16,5 2145
E DIXOM RALPH 18.0 20.0
HARNDIS HERMAN 19,5 2440

LERIC CAMERON PHILIP 19.5 21.5

g S b A 0L R L S T R




MARSTON CHARLES 2140 LG 2040

TOMK INSON LESTER 2240 13f0 9.0
GRAHAM CONRAD 23.0 2440 ~1.0
FEURESTEIN MARTIN 24.0 10.0 14.0
LEWIS GEORGE 2540 640 19.0
POIRIER ROBERT 260 24.0 2.6
MURDOCK ALLERN 2T.0 " T.0 2040
LANCE WILLIAM 28.0 1640 12.0
R1ICE ROBERT | .29.0 4e0 2540

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT= -,150000

T= ~e (8834

X= order of finish, post test
Y= rank in class based on raw score, post test
D= difference between ranks

The low negative correlation seems to indcate that what littlé
correlation there is moy be interpreted as the more time spent
on the exam, the higher the rank in class. However, the t is
not significant even at the 10 %.level, and hence the correlat-
ion is not significantly different from zero.




RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT

The reliability of both the pre-test and che post-test
was tested by the split halves method. In both cases
the test was split into raw scores for the even numbered
questions, and raw scores from the odd numbered questions.
The correlation between these scores should produce a
reliability coefficilent approaching 1 if the test is rel-
iable. It is seen that for the pre-test immediately fol-~

lowing, and later for the post-test, this is the case and
the tests can be assumed reliable.




RELTABILITY COEFFICIENT,PRE TEST
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G RELTARILITY COEFFICIENT,POST TEST
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INSTITUTE EVALUATIONS

At the end of each two week session, the institutees
were asked to evaluate the presentations of the inst-
ructors. They were asked to respond to eight categ-
ories for each person, using a four point scale.(See
evaluaticn forms) The results were reduced to means
for each question, section means for each instructor,
and total means for the particular two week session.
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Dinections: We would Libe you to quafuste, as you dee Lt, the progress of the HEW Tnati~
¢ and offen gour comstructive suggestions and eriticisms of ouwn actéivities to date.
Llsted below are same of the activities, maternials, and personned with whom you have he
§ contacd, Please sespond 1o each of these mrfon aobfectives by cheching your feelings
g Loward vach producik anes Lisied to the night of the objective. Apply ¢ fown-point scaly
- of ¥Poor, 2eFain, 3=Good, 4«fxeelient, on NA=Not Applicable.. Additionofly, List in
narative fonm the penceived sinengths and wedknessed of each presentation and your sug-
gesdions fon Amprovement in pursuing fhe obfective. Finally, use fhe neverse of the
foam 50h.ueaomdi@g additionnl neavtions to the Instituie, and especially note yowr idens
concerning plausible abiectives for the nemaining weebls) of the Tnstitute,
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FIRST EVALUATION-JULY 7-JULY 18

et e e e wmer e o n e ta g M m t m ae amrs dme

EAMO 1)Y= 5464
e 72)= 5455
Clai (o my= BT
WEAR( 4)= 5.51 ,
HEAN( B)= 3444
FEANM( 6)= 3428
FiEAMO TY= 3,17
MEAM( B)= 3,58
FiEAM( 9)= 3414
FEAM{LO )= 2469
MEANM(LL)Y= 34,09
iFAM(l?)r 2 et
/ﬂ!(l%)z X).'E)Cj
)FAN(]é)n Balh
FEAN(LB )= A.14
AN LAY D, 17
PEANILT Y= 3467
"l:L\"(l ):: ?)v?{
FEAM(LY )= a2
REAN(Z20 Y= 5 44
MEA(Z 1)Y= 5,32 (1-8) Dbr.Gilbert Austin
MEAM(Z2 )= 3421
MEAM(23)= 3.0% (9-16) Donald Bailey
MEAN(Z24 )= 3,37
MEAM(25)= 0,00 (17-24) Dr. Henry Walbesser
MEAN(R26)= (0,00
FEAM(2T7)= 0,00
FilEAN(Z28 )= 0,00
Tk AN(Z29)= 000
MEANM(3O )= Q.00
frlAN{LSL )= 0.00
MFAW(%?)= (&0
IEAR (33 )= "0.00
HPAN(%/)z () o (1) i
frlfr (35 )= U0
EAM(BA Y= U006
FEAM(ZT )= 000
MEAM{ZE8 Y= 0400
FEAM(Z9)Y= 0,00
MEANM(4GY= 0. 00
FEANM OF FIEST 8 3.491228
MEARN () sbLULL R 3.0TTOR] ’

MEAN OF THIKD 8 2.331856
MEAN OF FOURTH & 0000000
MEAN NF FIFTH 8 0,000000
TOTAL MEAN 3.303571

t
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SECOND EVALUATION-JULY 21-AUGUST .1
MEAN( l)ﬂ 306)(') '
MEAML 2)= 3,67
.l"‘E‘./’—:\M( 3)2 :5”5)9
MEAPM( &)= 3,77
A B) = %,@2 .
"'9&/3;[\!( 6)3 ) :
FEAML 7)= 3.46 '
MEANL H)s. 3 04
MEAM( 9)= 3,41
MEAN(LIO )= %412
MEAN(LL)= 3404
MEAN(TLZ )= 3,27
MEAN(13)= 2,93
MEANM{14)= 3.00
MEANL{LID)= 23.02
MEAN(16)= 3,17 ,
MEAN(1T7)= 2.75 '
MEAN(IS )= 2.93 (1-8) Dr, Gilbert Austin
MEAN{19)= 2.93
MEAN(Z20 )= 2462 (9-16) Donald Bailey
MEAN(21)= 2.584 .
‘s MEAN(22 )= 2,75 (17-24) Carl Kleiner
| MEAN(23)= 2.55
5 MEAN(Z24 )= 2,68 (25-32) Dr. Dahiel Stufflebeam
MEAN(2B)= B .67 )
MEAM(Z6)= 3448
MEAN{27)= 3,37
MEAM(28)= 3,32
MEAN(2G)= 3,35
MEAN(30)= 3.25
'MEAN(ﬁl)z 3,32
EAN(32)= 3.46
!"JE‘A"‘)(BE‘):" 2.00
MEAN(34 )= 3,00 :
MEAN(35)= 3.00 , | e
MEAN(36)= 2400 :
MEAM(Z3T)= 2,00 .
MEAM(28 )= 2,00 .
MEAN(39)= 2,00
MEAN(4O )= 2,00

MEAM OF FIRST 8 2.581416

MEAN. (OF SECOND 8 3.,133928 '
MEAN OF THIRD 8 2.733009 »
MEAN OIF FOURTH 8 3.404545

MEAN OF FIFTH 8 24375000

TOTAL MEAN 3.212984




R e e R T N T YWY 7 Ry S

W T o et A Y e o

Y
TR DD v A G s Y P
~-M“*O-“~“~_-*“~“—:::::::mlﬁ:‘b‘-h Sl RS B A i i vt K30 L ol iy s D S W P ) P M) URP W we SATE B A Y Y S e W B Bk O e e Gy P B W VG S W (DY VR LA S TR A A ST S Ske SR VS S S S
G 2l e B BS  aps SAL MR ML A AT 4 R G Wy e e M A I, e g Sl ot (T2 U ST M e Y AW ahb G (LR e WO SO 67 SO DUT BOP WA MRS TS R Ik e W R S A S Uy

| | PROGRESS CRITIQUE Date:
.

| -
Directions: We would &if by ' ' ‘
&8 0¥ e you Lo evaluafe, as you see Lt, the pwgness of the HEW Tneti~
: f‘-‘ﬁ egﬂg offer your consiructive suggestiont aml eniticisms of ouwr ao&uég:ée.s to date.
I - elow ate some of the activifies, materials, and personnel with whom you have had
1 , nact. Please nespond to each of these mafon objectives by cheching your feelings
g myp each product area Listed 10 the right of ihe objective. Apply a four-point scali
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. Maurice Olivier Systems Approach

Jim Carr research at the State
- Depax:iment level

! - .Don Randall research at the State
Department level
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THIRD EVALUATION-AUGUST 4-AUGUST 15

Ea

l‘lFAN(B) )= F

MEAN (&4 )=

(1-8) Dr. Gilbert Austin
(9-16) Donald Bailey
(17-24) Dr. Desmond Cook
(25-32) Dr. John Cawley
(33-40) Maurice Olivier
(41-48) James Carr

(49-56) Donald Randall
(57-64) Dr. William Asher)
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TEANTTYET 3057 ““”ﬁﬂwr®’v~ YR R (ER VR A 00T

MEAM( 2)= 3,66 bRk {YA )= Lah6 PMEANMIO6)= 0. QU

PEANT 3)="3.%7" P Iﬁkhﬁw WETETTUER CEANT(RTYETOL00

MEAM(. 4)= 3,73 : MEAM(Z26)= 24,07 MEAM(ABY= 0,00

FEAN( 57="3.64 K MEARN T3 TTE"20T6 ; MEANTAQ)= 0,00

MEAN{ 6)=. 3165 MEAN(38)= 2,23 : MEAN{TO )= 0.00
MERMT7TTE"37R2 FERTTEY 2373 MEANTTL) = 0.00 ™

MEANL 8)= 3.62 MEANTLO )= 2426 i FMEAN(T? Y= 0.00

VEART =307 = EERN AT =T TET T T T TREAN (7375 0600

HEANM{LO)= 3418 MEAN (42 )= 2,30 MEAM{TAY= 0,00

MEAN( L) = 5600 TTMEANTLE Y= T2 6 T T MEAMT B Y= Q00
vEAw(]/)u +el9 : FEAN (L4)= 2080 iy MEAN(T76)= 0,00

EANTTS)YE 526 - MERNTEEYSTZ. 6T MEAN (T TY= 0.00

&AN(L4)~ %426 j MEAR (46)= 2486 | MEANM(TE)= 0400

FEANTIB = 3.?@”“ ; MEANTET T ="2576""""" TEARTTYY="1.00
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MEAN(20)= 2468 MEAN(52)= 3419 ' MEAN OF FOURTH 8 3, 386363
MEAN(ZL1)= 2e62 MRS Zoag FEEN OUF FIFTH B 228 T1TY ™
MEANE22)= 2,88 MEAN(54)= 3411 ! MEAM OF SIXTH 8 2.¥31428
HEANTZ3TE"720589 TUTMEANCES Y 2veg” - WEAN OF  SEVENTH 8 B-011T1T
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Earlier in this report we have already indicated the proposed learning
sequence, We will now report the evaluation of each of those proposed
sequences. The first week was spent in a general familiarization

process with the ideas and concepts behind stating desired education
outcomes ip the form of behavioral objectives. The seéond week of the
institute was spent in an intensive work session with Dr. Henry Walbesser
assisted by Richard Rose:n and William Gréy. The schedule for that week's
work is found immediately focllowing this section, It is not possible

to repcrt statistically on this particular section as Dr. Walbesser's
pre-test only tested whether the,behaﬁior was or was not exhibited. It
was, however, possible to count the number of people in each category that

exhibited the behavior or did not. Therefore, the following information is

preseiited: '
BEHAVIOR REQUESTED NUMBER EXHIBITING BEHAVIOR
Name the action verb given a 21

performance class definition

Name the hypothesis tested 2
by the adequacy ratio

Name the least number of 5
hypotheses of learning

dependencies needed for a

learning hierarchy

Describe the necessary 4
components of an HLD

Construct at least two , 24
performance classes from a
1list of verbs

Identify statements that , 26
describe observable per-
formances




Construct an assessment task
and the acceptable responses
for a performance class made
by the learner

,('

Construct an assessment task
and the acceptable responses
given the ststement of a
behavioral objective

Identify and name the six
components of a behavinral
objective given in Walbesser's
definition

Identify statements which
satisfy the first three
components of a behavioral
objective given ¢ list of
statements

Identify each of the HLD
given a description of a
hypothesis

Construct a behavioral
objective and an assessment
task given a non-behavioral
objective

Describe two causes for
rejecting a HLD

Describe when a behavioral’
objective and an assessment
task are in performance
agreement

Name two characteristics of an
assessment task

Describe changes that can be
made in an assessment task

Name the least number of
action verbs in a
behavioral objective

Name two references on
constructing behavioral
objectives

#139!

29

27

20

17

17

.
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It is not possible to make any direct comparison between the pre-test
A‘
and the post~test since they were very different tests, It is, however,

possible to reach the generalized conclusion that the participants learned

a good deal over this two week intensive period of studying behavioral
objectives as judged by the fact that most of them were able to complete
succeséfully the first two of the requests on the final test. Many fewer

did as well on the third and most difficult portion of that final examination.
The 1list of the tasks on the pre and post-test and the documentation as to

their presence or absence will be found in Appendix B,

’

As s evident by careful study of the plan for this week there thirty~
seven (37) tasks that each participant had to complete, A complete copy

of these thirty-seven (37) tasks and their objectives will be found in

Appendix B,
POST-TEST

'BEHAVIOR REQUESTED ~ NUMBER EXHIBITING BEHAVIOR
Identify and name all of 22

the HLD given a schematic
of a learning hierarchy

Demonstrate the procedures 16
for validating a learning

hierarchy

Construct explanations | 5

and revisions for those
hypotheses of learning

dependency rejected by

the validation data
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Schedule:

Monday
1. Introduction
2. Preassessment measure
3. Meet with censultant in smaller group
4, Construct small teams
5. Complete Set A - Tasks 1-5
6. Seminar for all participants - Learning Hierarchies

Tuesday
1. Complete Set B - Tasks 6 - 13
2. Complete Set C - Tasks 14 - 19
3. First, second, and third group viewing of TV tape on the
use of hehavioral objectives by new teachers

Wednesday

] 1. Complete Set D - Tasks 20-24

2. Complete Set E - Tasks 25-29

3. Seminar for all participants - Hierarchy Validation Ratios

Thursday
1. Complete Set F - Tasks 30-33
2. Complete Set G - Tasks 34-36

Friday
1. Complete Set H - Task 37
2. Seminar for all participants - What Next
3. Postassessment measure




The third week of the institute was spent in an intensive study of
various methods of evaluating educational research, Particular emphasis
Was given to the use of context, input, process and product (CIPP)
,evaluation'developed by Dr. Daniel Stufflebeam of Ohio étate University.
The participants were also exposed to gnd studied intensively the book

authored by Campbell and Stanley known as Experimental and Quasi-Experimental

Designs for Research, The material that ‘the participants in this institute

were asked to read and study during this particular two week period of

time will be found in Appendix C and is listed below:

"Evaluation as EnLightenment fon Decision-Making"
Daniel L. StufflLebeam '

"Process Approach in Biology Tnstauetion”
Kurtz, Edinger, Ferko and Murray

"Context Evaluation of Insinuction in Local School Districts”
Robexrt Hammond

"The Countenance cof Educational Evaluation"

"Evaluation at the Local Levef"
Dr. Robent L, Hammond

- The fourth week of the institute was given over to an intensive study of -

the use of the CIPP model in educational evaluation. This week was
conducted by Dr, Daniel Stufflebeam and three assistants from Ohio State.
University. Their names: Bernard Barbadora, Michael Hock and Wiiliam
Spain. The participants in the institute were given a pre-test and a
post-test designed by Dr. Stufflebeam and his assistants. Dr. Stufflebean.
and his staff have prepared a product evaluation of their one week |

participation in this institute. It will be found immediately following

this section, |
As careful study of the master schedule of events will indicate the

participants had a very busy week. A great deal of time was spent
working on a simulation exercise entitled, "Simulated Local School
Evaluation: Materials for a Training Institute in Evaluation",

created by Blaine R, Worthen and Michael D. Hock. There are no

availlable copies of this manuscript.




MASTER SCHEDULE OF EVENTS
for

NEW HAMPSHIRE EVALUATION INSTITUTE

JULY 28 = AUGUST 1
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PRODUCT OF EVALUATION SECTION FOR THE FINAL REPORT

NEW HAMPSHIRE EVALUATION INSTITUTE

1 £

Prepared By
"OHI0 STATE UNIVERSITY
EVALUATION CENTER STAFF

Bernard M. Barbadora
Michael Hock

William Spain

Daniel L. Stufflebeam
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In an effort to summarize, describe, and assess the impact of the recent

Evaluation Institute conducted at the University of New Hampshire the following

report has been prepared,

In response to the question: Has your understanding of evaluation been

cons iderably broadened as a result of the Institute activities and experiences?

All of the participants responded affirmatively,

Concerning our inquiry relating iv the participants general reaction as to

how they would best describe the Institute, the following statistics were obtained:

1 out of 29 of the participants
1 out of 29 of the participants
2 out of 29 of the participants

25 out of 29 of the participants

Relating to the questions:

responded
responded
responded

responded

i

H

¥

Very Unfavorable
Neutral
Slightly Favorable

Very Favorable

How relevant the Evaluation Institute was to

the participant's background, problems, and needs:

1 out of 29 of the participants

3 out of 29 of the participants

25 out of 29 of the participants

responded

responded

responded

The information generated by the
institute was too difficult to ur
stand and to be able to benefit from
the information. '

I understand almost everything, but
the Institute didn't help me solve

my most important problems or meet
my basic needs.

The Evaluation Institute dealt with
my problems and needs in an un:c,
standable and interesting way.

T e S e L
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. In trying to arrive at some descriptive evaluation data as to how

well the Evaluation Institute achieved its basic objectives, the follow=

fng figures wsre obtained:
QBJECTIVE L

To haée the participanus be able to identify the various stages
.0f the CIPP Evaluation Mode!, and apply these stages in various task
sltuations In a given simulated evaluation problem. The participants’
undarstanding <¥ the various stages will be determined in terms of an
ora? and written response to each task in the simulation and by an |
Institute reaction scale,

The results of the data indicatad that twenty=five out of twenty~
nine of the participants, as determined by their responses and the
Institite reaction scale, were able to identify, and be aware of the
problems and limitations in the various stages of CIPP Evaluation.

‘A total of two participants seemed to be uncertain about identifying

the yarious stages, and th; remaining two participants attained a small

fraction of success in terms of identifying and becoming aware of the

problems or limitations of the various stages of CIPP, "

QBJECTIVE 1] :
The total group mean gain of the participants, in terms of in=

creased knowledge about the realm of CIPP Evaluatioﬁ, will shift to a

higher mean as determined by the results of an evaluation achievement ’

examination.*

*Statistical results in terms of attaining the last two objectives can
~be found in the data summary contained in the report,




| The participants attitudes (receiving, re5ponding,‘valuing.
‘characterizing, and organizing) will be more favorable as a result

of the Institute as determined by an?attitude scale administered on

a pre ahd hg;; test basis.¥

Due t= the fact that in the pre~test of participants one person

srrived late, his attitude scale had to be eliminated from the post
test énaiysis. Théreforé,-ﬂ = 28 on the attitude survey.

ATTITURE SCALE -

| !di}espect to the attltude‘instrument, the five point Lfkert*

‘Scale was used to determine participants performance. The séale has

5 range of from one to five points with the weight one representing
avdefin?te negative rét!ng; to the weight of five which is the most
éositivé. Each item on the test is individually rated and then a total
score Is »ompu‘ed by summariziﬂg each partncular item. {Total score

on th:s partncular test could have ranged from 34 = least positive to
170 - most pos:tive.) By dividing the total score by the number of
‘Itcms on the partlcular test, the result;ng‘score-wsll then fall along -
 :he five point continuium.
with this basic‘informatibn in mind, and using the criteria

- established by the Likert Scale, the folluwtng characteristics were

evldont in statlstical!y comparlng and contrast!ng the pre and post
test m&.s.sﬂn

.*Statistlcal«results in terms of attainlng.the.last two objectives can
bo-found Fn the data sugnary contained in the report.

%D, Krech, D. Crutchfield, and E. L. Ballachey. W
 New York'. McGraw-Hi11 Book Co., 1963. (Espaciatly Chapter 8).




~ Erg Test Number of Examinees n= 28

A 295; Test Mumber of Examinees | n= 28

Nunber of [tems on the Pre Test = 34

Number of Items on the Pgst Test . - 3k

Averdge Total Score of the Pra Test = 135,46

Mean ltem Score for the Group o = 3,92

Averiage fata) Score Ffor the Post Test = 142,04

Mean ltem Score farAthe Group w L8

‘Preg Test Standard Deviation o o= 1577
? 29;; fest Standard Qevfattén | O = 11.94'

? - Variance of the Pre Test | = 248,61

| Variance of the Post Test | \ = ;h8.26

In respect to the Evaluation Achievement Examination, certain
| pbints will now bé_amphasized in order to enable the reader to more
'claarly anélyza thé statistical data that were generated through the
utilization of the instrument.
-1, fhe range of possible scores could have extended from 0 to 30.
2._The complete tést'was objective In nature,
3, Correct answers were aséigned a weight of one.
“%. On both examinat?gn§ N = 29,

5. The ekaminat!on was administered on a prg and posy test basis.

aﬁd.a'signiflcahge test between pre and,ngi; test hégns_could

© not be calculated.

o

| ,6;-Names were not included, so, an arror term could not be~compuied5
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f Th&n, in terms of a statmtical comparison and contrast between

the pig and 2at test WMMW the following

cheractor istlcs were év ! dent?

Brg Test Number of Examinees L ne= 29
]m 73% Number of Examinees o n= 29 |
| Number af' ltems on (0] m Test - 30
‘.,,.tluabur of Items on the ,ggﬁ;, Tost . | o= 30
| _e_r,g Tast Mean | ~ 12.86
| 1’35.1 T,e_st Mean | e ' o= 16,31
m Test Standard Daviation . o= 3,38
_?_Q:,t 'fest&tandard Dewiat’io:n, SR | o= 2,31
_Er.g Tést Ranga of 'Sc:csres‘ | 7 - 19 - 12
- Past Test Range of Scores S 12=-20 = 8
Pre Test Median - o  m 12,50
',' f.EQi.‘.'. Test Median - o - = 16.50
. Bre Test Mode S . - 14
l'.f'MTest Hode A " - 17
| : ',Varlancg of the ,E;;g,"rest - | = 11,42
| Variance of th&km_ Test | | - 5-‘3'5 ]
: y
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In swmarizing thes: two sets of data, it could be stated that the

R

barticipants attitude toward the realm of educational evaluation definitely

'increased. Specifically, there was a 6.58 point gain of total score on

the pgst test,

With respect to the Evaluation Achievement Examination, the results

can be summarized by stating: that the mean, median, and mode, all
, ‘ i

increased in ppst testing, while the standard deviation was lowered,
Specifically, there was a group mean gain in the achlevement scores
from pre testing to pest testing of 3.45 points. ,
Thus, as a resuit of the dats obtained from our week long Evaluation
Institute we are lead to conclude that the institute had a favorable

impact on the participants both in terms of making their attitudes more

favorable toward evaluation, and increasing their knowledge about evaluation.
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PRE TEST
STATISTICAL DATA
EVALUATION ACHIEVEMENT EXAMINATION
NEW HAMPSHIRE INSTITUTE

X écore f x! fx' - x'2 f£(x'2)
i9 ; 3 6 36 26
18 2 5 10 25 . 50
17 2 b 8 16 32
16 3 3 9 9 - 27
15 1 2 2 4 4
14 5 | 5 1 5

Assumed 0 13 1 0 0 0 0
12 2 -1 =2 2

" 3 -2 -6 N 12

10 3 -3 -9 "9 27

9 b -4 -16 16 64

8 1 -5 -5 25 25

7 1 -6 =6 3 . 36

N =29 b 320

M = Assumed Mean + I fx'
N

n@w+ﬂn$-u&

29

02 2.9
s 1 10
,86 116

Mean = 12,86 |

Mode = 14 ' JN@fx'z) - _(2fx!)?2

o= N(N-1)
Range = 7-19 = ]2 ' :
V/*zg(zzo) - (=4)2 = 3.38
Median = 13,50 o= 29(29~-1)

Cm 3.38

Variance = 11.4]




POST TEST -
STATISTICAL DATA
l EVALUATION ACHIEVEMENT EXAMINATION
. NEW HAMPSHIRE INSTITUTE
! ' X Score f x! fx! = x1Z f(x'2)
: 20 3 L 2 16 48
’ 19 2 3 6 5 18
18 L 2 8 L 16
| 17 8 1 8 1 8
Assumed 0 16 3 0 0 0 0
15 3 -1 -6 1 3
4 2 =2 -l - b4 8
13 1 -3 -3 9 9
12 - =b =12 16 48
N =29 9 158
M = Assumed Méan‘+-z x!
N
M=16+_9 = 16,31
. 29/5.0
16.00
31 . . 30'
Mean = 16,31 |
[ Mode = 17 j N fx'2) = (nfx')2
e ' = N(N=1)

Range = 12-20 = §

P | - 2 -
%: Median = 16.69 «/ "_7—29(538;94;)9) 2.36

- = 2,36

Variance = 5,54




The last two weeks of the institute wers given over to two-day and one-day

‘eiminars directed by visiting consultants. The alternate days were

filled in with discussion with the director of the institute, in an attempt

to pull together the material that was being presented on the part of the

consultants, It was not possible to create any pre-test or post-test for
these short two-day seminars, but the consultants were evaluated, as we

have already indicated, on evaluation forms at the end of the two week period.
Dr. Desmond Cook of Ohio State University was a consultant for two'days.

The topic of his discussion was "Educational Program Management" and

PERT as a tool within that management concept. Dr. Cook had a very lengthy
and well developed overhead transparency presentation and the

interaction with the institute trainees seemed to be excellent. For two

days previous to Dr. Cook's attendance at the institute the trainees had

been required to read the book he had authored entitled, "Program

Bvaluation and Review Technique' and "A Generalized Project Management System
Model", Immediately following this section you will find the outline that Dr.
Cook‘presénted in his discussion with the participants over the twe days he

was here.

Dr. John Cawley £iom the University of Connecticut came for a one-day seminar
in which he discussed the problems associated with conducting educational
research in a school situation. Particular area of concentration was his

research in psychomoter difficulties in the area of reading.
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Why Project Management in Education?

The Nature of Project Managament
A, Project Characteristics
B. Management Functions and Processes

L. Management Svstems

Generalized Project Management Model

A. Planning Sy
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tems

V. Project Definition

£, Work Flow

5. Time Estimation

. Scheduling and Resource Ailocation
5. Cost Estimating and Budget

B. Control System

i. Reports

<. Management Actions

3. Implementation and Recycling
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Mr. Maurice Olivier made a one-day presentation on the subject of "Systems
Thinking, Systems' Analysis and Its Implications for Education'. The
participants were asked to read in preparation for this presentation the

booklet entitled, "What is the Systems Approach and What's i it for

=
e}

Administrators'". A copy of this pamphlet will be found in Appendix E of

this report.

One day of the institute was given over to a presentation by personnel
from the New Hampshire State Department of Education: Dr. Donald Randall,
consultant for research and testing and James Carr, consultant for
guidance and counseling, Their gemeral topic was, "The Implicatioﬂs of
Research Based on the Results of Five Statewide Testing Programs in the

state of New Hampshire, at Grades 2, 4, 6, 8 and 10".

The final consultant available to the summer research institute was Dr.

William Asher from Purdue University. The topic of his presentation was

. "Development, Dissemination and Adoption", a copy of which will be found

in Aﬁpendix F. Dr. Asher spent the first day of his presentation in
discussing with the participants the problems associated with development,
dissemination and adoption of educational research findings to actual

and practical épplication on the part of educators dealing with students.
The second day of Dr. Asher's presentation was spent in acting as a
consultant to the individual participants and reviewing their prOposais
and making critical comments based on them. You will find the general

outline of Dr. Asher's topic immediately following this section.

SR
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In Appendix F of this report you will find a paper entitled, "The
i@gradients of a Research Proposal" which was given to the participants

as a guide for their preparation of a terminal project which was

required of all of ‘them. The titles of each of the participants!

projects will be found immediately following this page;

During the ertire period of the instituté'the‘participants were taught
statistizs that wewue appropriate and necessary for their use. This
task was done by Carl Kleiner, a work-study student, majoring in
mathematics assigned to the Bureau. He had worked closely with the
director in planning this institute. Selected statistics were taught

from the following texts:

"Statistical Analysis in Psychology and Education"
by George A, Ferguson

"Non-parametric Statistics"
by Sidney Siegel
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This report so far has dealt only with the activities'which took place in
'%he morning and in some cases the first part of the afternoon and in

-the evening, The institute had as part of its proposed:training eXposure
to the problems associated with running a computer and writing computer

progréms.' The following is a description of what took place in this

institute in terms of computer programming.

First week: At the first class meeting, each member of the Institute was

asked to write a brief description uf his previous experience with
computers,.if any. One person was very familiar with the Dartmouth
computer and had worked with one of its remote terminals in his school

( Concord), Several members of the Institute had made brief wisits to
computation centers, but the vést majority of the class had not even seen
a computer, On the basis of this information, it was decided that the

instruction would start at the most elementary level.

The'objéctives of the class were stated at the first meeting: that each
member of the institute would become familiar with the FORTRAN language
"and write a successful computer program to do some type of data reduction
which would be useful in his school system. The computer program was to
be related to the research which the member was doing for his individual
project if the research project was one which required data reduction,

If a résearch project did not require data reduction, the student was
allowed to write a computer program of comparable difficulty to others

being done for the class.




The instructional portion of the class was begun with a general description
of what a computer is, what it can and cannot do, and how it may be used
as a useful tool in high school testing and instruction as well as in other
fields. A simplified description of the internal workings of the computer
was presented, and various types of input/output devices were discussed.
Each student received instruction in the use of a kéypunch and punched

his name as an assignment. Relevant readings.in Chapter 1 of "A Guide

to Fortran Programming'', were assigned.

A simple FORTRAN program to read, punch and print a list of names was

presented in class. A step-by-step relationship between the FORTRAN program

and the computer steps executed as a result of the FORTRAN instruction was

discussed at great length,

At the first possible opportunity, the class was taken to see the IBM
1620 computer system at the-University. This computer system is small,

and relatively easy to use in demonstrating the operation of computers

in general. This "first-hand" look at a computer system gave the

students the opportunity to see what the equipment being discussed in
class looked like physically. It also demonstrated the operation of the
computer and its peripheral equipment as a system. Each student had
keypunched his name on a card, and these cards were collected at the
beginning of the demonstration. At the conclusion of the demonstration,
the cards were listed usihg the program presented in class to demonstrate
the uszfulness and speed.of the computer system in preparing a class
roster. An error was introduced into the program to demonstrate the

error-detecting capability of the FORTRAN compiler.
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Second Week: The computer program which was used in the first week's

demonstration was reviewed, and questions about the computer system
were answered, The purposes of the FORTRAN compiler program and
gubroutines were also discussed. This discussion was followed by a
discussion of the corresponding proceséés of the IBM 366 computer
system‘aﬁd its associated remote terminals. Each student was asked to
punch a modified version of the original'démonstration program and run
it with his own data oﬁ the 360 computer systeﬁ. The proper job control

cards were provided for each student, and a visit was made to the 360

area of the Computer Center in order to explain the steps in preparing a

job for this machine,

The remainder of this week was used for discussing other types of FORTRAN
statements and constants and variables used in FORTRAN programs. Chapters

2 and 3 and part of Chapter 4 were assigned in the text.

Third Week: Flow diagrams were presented, and several examples were used

sto deﬁonstréte their usefulness. Students were asked to prepare a flow
diagram for computing the mean and standard deviation of a set of test
scores, A standard solution to the problem was discussed at the next

class meeting. Each student was then asked to write a FORTRAN program

from the flow diagram and run the program with actual data on the 360

system. A similar assignment was made for the computation of a ‘ o

Pearson-product mement correlation coefficient.. These statistical
programs were related to material which had been presented in other

portions of the institute,
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Fourth Week: Subscripted variables, including table look-ups, do-~loops,

4

‘énd the DIMENSION statement were discussed. Addition and multiplication

‘of array elements were presented and related assignments were given from the
text. A program for finding the largest element in an array was presented

and an assignment to find the range of a set of scores using the basic concepts

of this program was given. Reading assignments were given from Chapter 5

and 6 in the text,

Fifth and Sixth Weeks:. No formal classes were held., Each student wés to
work on his computer program with'the instructor and other personnel . from

the Bureau of Educational Research and Testing Services acting as consultants,
The major émphasis;of these last two weeks was on the participants using the
remote teiminal to the IBM 360 as they worked on their owﬁ projects. All

of the students appeared to take the computer project very seriously, and

many  of them made repeated visits to the Bureau to discuss failures or

successes of their programs, Each student fulfilled the requirement for

the computer part of the inscitute, and many expressed the feeling that this

experience would be very useful to them when: they returned to their schopls

in the fall.

Immediately following is a list of Computer Programs done by the participants

of the institute,

The computer portion of this institute was conducted by Donald Bailey,
a Computey Programmer for .the Bureau of Educational Research and Testing'

Serv.ces,




PROGRAM TO COMPUTE MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, CORRELATION COEFFICIENT, AND
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 4
Cony Hokans

A PROGRAM TO COMPUTE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND STANDARD ERROR OF
DIFFERENCE OF X AND Y SCORES '
Charles H, Marnston

A PROGRAM TO COMPUTE STANINES
Velma E. Simpson

CORRELATIONS OF IQ AND ACHIEVEMENT SCORES
Namnan Evans

SOCIAL STUDIES CURRICULUM EVALUATION GF MERRIMACK VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT
Marntin Feue/us teln :

STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN AND MODE OF TWO GROUPS OF SCORES
Herman Hannods

PROGRAM TO PRINF COUNSELOR, DATE AND TIME FOR DAILY ACTIVITIES OF A
COUNSELOR AND TO KEEP A RUNNING TALLY OF THE TIME IN EACH ACnIVITY

Scott Danling

| PROGRAM TO COMPUTE CORRELATION COEFFICIENT BETWEEN TWO VARIABLES
Ann EmLU,o

: MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION AND CORREILATION COEFFICIENT OF VARIOUS SCORES
william W, Lance

PROGRAM TO USE WITH BI-LINGUAL SURVEY FOR BERLIN AREA
Conrad Graham

A PROGRAM TO SHOW THE CORRELATION COEFFICIENT BETWEEM THE SCORES ON THE
CALIFORMIA READING TEST AND THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Les T om{un&on




COMPUTATION OF THE MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, CORRELATION COEFFICIENT, AND
STANDARD SCORE ON A TES T THAT WAS ADMINISTERED TO STUDENTS AND TO COMPARE

THESE RESULTS WITH THE NATIONAL NORM FOUND IN THE MANUAL OF THE STANDARDIZED
READING SURVEY

Sistern Lucy Anna Roy

PROGRAM TO SHOW THE EFFECT OF PLACFMENT'IN A TRANSITIONAL CLASS ON CHILDREN
ENTERING THE FIRST GRADE AT SOUTH SCHOOL, LYNNFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS '
Richand W, Cogan

PROPOSAL 70 EVALUATE OUR SCHOOL'S READING, GRADES 1-3
James MacFarlane ‘

PLOTTING AND FLOW CHART ANALYSIS
Edward Winslow

PROGRAM TO COMPUTE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION, CORRELATION COEFFICIENT,
REGRESSION LINE OF TWO VARIABLES
Douglas Abboitt

* PROGRAM TO LIST PHYSICS TEACHERS IN MAINE AND GET AVERAGE COST OF COURSE
STATEWIDE AND BY TOWN

Harold Grodinsky

PROGRAM TO COMPUTE STANDARD DEVIATION
Francis Hackett

A PROGRAM TO GRADE STUDENTS
.Pat Phaup

PROGRAM FOR CALCULATING MVAN AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT OF N SCORES
Douglab Osborne

PROGRAM FOR PRINTOUT OF STUDENT NAME, 1Q, PRE-TEST, POST~TEST, ACHIEVEMENT
AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR IQ AND ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Gene Poplaws ki




PROGRAM TO COMPUTE MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT
AL Murdock

PROGRAM FOR EVALUATION OF PROJECT HEAD START
Frederick Apt

PROGRAM TO COMPUTE GRADE POINT AVERAGE
Robert 0. Poinien

PROGRAM TO FIND THE MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT
Phil Cameron

A PROGRAM TO FIND THE CORRELAIION COEFFICIENT BETWEEN TWO VARIABLES
Robert E, Rme

PROGRAM WHICH SCRTED PRE-TEST DATA, COMPUTED MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION
RANGE AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT
Geonge Leww

PROGRAM FOR COMPUTING CORRELATION COEFFICIENT BETWEEN IQ AND VOCABULARY
FOR GRADE TWO .

Everett Barnes Jn,

 PROGRAM FOR COMPUTATION OF STAMJARD DEVIATION AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT
OF ACHIEVEMENT TEST '
- Rakph Dixon
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CONCLUSION

This report has taken the form of an evaluation. The specific format of

thaf evaluation is the CIPP model.

Context Evaluation

The information presented in the first part of this report is a context
evajuation. It defines the needs for and generalized plan for the running
of the institute, it identifies the place it will be conducted, and in

general specifies the typés of people who will be invited to attend it.

Input Evaluation

The second phase of thié report iS an input evaluation in which the author
documents the various inputs which were available to the participants of
this particular institute. These inputs took the form of presented
material, by both the director of the institute and visiting Jecturers,

.

as well as a very heavy schedule of reading materials to be studied on

the pérticipants' own time.

Process Evaluation

It is hoped thét this report documents very specifically and in behaviorally
expressed objectives just what it was that fhe institute director‘planned“
to have happen to the participants. The entire institute itself was laid
out in the form of a PERT chart so that there was a maximum concern vith

the interfacing of one particular section of this institute with those
which preceded it and those which followed it. Therefore, it was

possible to evaluate the progress of the participanﬁs and modify the

. i




program to meet their expressed and observed needs.

frnodue,t Evaluation

The many pre-test, post-test situations which have already been discussed

in this report, I think, justify the fact that it achieved the specific

objectives that it set out for itself.’ On the basis of these four
evaluations - context, input, process and product-it is the feeling of
the author that he "practiced what he preached". It is the author's

general feeling that this was a very successful summer research institute.




